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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-3, 9-15, 16-19, 29-40, 42-50, 54-68 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Hoch et al (US 6,002,520). 

As to Claims 1-3, the patent '520 teaches an illumination system (see FIG. 1), 
comprising: a light source 105, a diffractive diffuser 1 1 1 to regulate the light into the 
regulated light (uniform light), and the imaging optics 109. The patent does not teach a 
first and a second lenses positioned in front of the diffuser and behind the diffuser, 
respectively. However, the patent teaches that if the imaging optics include more than 
one element, the diffractive diffuser may be located among the elements of the imaging 
optics (see col.3, lines 3-14). The imaging optics could be the convex lenses or a 
concave mirror. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
position a diffuser between the two lenses since the idea of placing the diffuser "among 
the elements of the imaging optics" is clearly presented in the patent '520. The light 105 
is a light emitting diode. 

As to Claims 9-15, Hoch teaches everything as applied to Claim 1, except for 
identifying types of the first and second lens. Using a first lens for collimating light and a 
second lens for focusing light is the system of light source-first lens-diffuser-second 
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lens-object is well known in the art of diffusing light. For example, see the US patent 
5,710,631, Fig. 1 (col. 6, lines 57-65). 

As to Claims 16-19, Hoch teaches everything as applied to Claim 1, except for 
Identifying the type diffractive diffuser, whether is a hologram, or an element chosen 
from an optically etched diffractive optical element. However, all these types of 
diffractive diffusers are well known in the art and would be obvious to use since they 
provide uniform or regulated light and compensate light intensity distributions and 
shapes. 

As to Claims 29-40, the regulated light in the apparatus of Hoch has an intensity 
distribution suitable for uniform illumination of the target. As to the various percentage of 
the intensity variation, the discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable 
involves only routine skill in the art. 

As to Claims 42-50, the selection of target is merely a matter of determining in 
which manner the claimed apparatus is intended to be employed. Therefore, since the 
claimed structural limitations of the apparatus do not differentiate from the Hoch's 
apparatus, it would have been obvious to select a target for the apparatus of Hoch on 
the basis of the intended use. 

As to Claims 54-62, the patent '520 teaches an illumination system (see FIG. 1), 
comprising: a light source 105, a diffractive diffuser 1 1 1 to regulate the light into the 
regulated light (uniform light), and the imaging optics 1 09. The patent does not teach a 
first and a second lenses positioned in front of the diffuser and behind the diffuser, 
respectively. However, the patent teaches that if the imaging optics include more than 
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one element, the diffractive diffuser may be located among the elements of the imaging 
optics (see col.3, lines 3-14). The imaging optics could be the convex lenses or a 
concave mirror. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
position a diffuser between the two lenses since the idea of placing the diffuser "among 
the elements of the imaging optics" is clearly presented in the patent '520. In regards to 
the target choice, the selection of target is merely a matter of determining in which 
manner the claimed apparatus is intended to be employed. Therefore, since the 
claimed structural limitations of the apparatus do not differentiate from the Hoch's 
apparatus, it would have been obvious to select a target for the apparatus of Hoch on 
the basis of the intended use. 

As to Claims 63-68, the apparatus of claim 57 is capable of performing a method 
as claimed. 

Claims 4-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hoch 
et al (US 6,002,520) as applied to Claim 1 above, in view of Petersen et al (US 
5,534,386). 

As to Claims 4-16, Hoch et al does not teach a light source being a laser, 
however, Petersen teaches a homogenizer, which destructures and shapes light using a 
coherent laser light source. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to use a 
coherent laser light source in the invention of Hoch, since the choice of a light source is 
within the general skill of a worker and the selection of the light source is based on its 
suitability for the intended use. 
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Claims 7 and 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hoch et al (US 6,002,520) as applied to Claim 1 above, in view of Krietzman (US 
6,431 ,731 ). Hoch does not teach a light source comprising a first light source and a 
second light source, however, Kreitzman uses two laser sources (one or more 
wavelengths) to produce diffuse illumination. It would have been obvious to one skilled 
in the art to use a first and a second lasers in the invention of Hoch in order to produce 
a coherent wide spectrum illumination. 

Claims 20-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hoch et al (US 6,002,520) as applied to Claim 1 above, in view of Shalapenok et al (US 
6,081,381). 

Hoch does not include an optical diffuser configured to remove speckle, however, 
the patent to Shalapenok is describing an optical diffuser 14 (FIG.1) as a part of an 
apparatus for elimination of speckle pattern. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art to add an optical diffuser in the system of Hoch in order to remove 
speckle. As to an optical diffuser being rotated, the diffuser 14 of the Shalapenok's 
invention is rotated to achieve the effect of the speckle elimination. 

Claims 23, 24, 27, 51-53, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hoch et al (US 6,002,520) as applied to Claim 1 above, in view of 
Leithetal (US 3,754,814). 

Hoch does not teach the regulated light shaped to match a size and shape of the 
selected area. However, Leith describe an apparatus for sampling an image of an 
object illuminated by coherent light passed through the diffusing structure by focusing 
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light by the lens structure 17 (see Figs 1 , 4, 4A, and 4B). It would have been obvious to 
one skilled in the art to shape regulated light in the invention of Hoch in order to provide 
a certain shape and size of the selected area. 


Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 26, 28,and 41 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is an examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: As to Claims 
26,28, the prior art of record taken along or in combination, fails to disclose or render 
obvious the regulated light having a gradient intensity profile for substantially uniform 
illumination of the selected area at a non-normal angle of incidence, in combination with 
the rest of the limitations of Claim 1 . As to Claim 41 , the prior art of record taken along 
or in combination, fails to disclose or render obvious controlling a numerical aperture of 
the regulated light in order to produce a selected depth of filed and a selected edge 
sharpness, in combination with the rest of the limitations of the claim. 

Any comments considered necessary by applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
accompany the issue fee. Such submissions should be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 


Conclusion 


# 
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Papers related to this application may be submitted to Technology Center 2800 
by facsimile transmission. Papers should be faxed to TC 2877 via the PTO Fax Center 
located in CP4-4C23. The faxing of such papers must conform with the notice 
published in the Official Gazette, 1096 OG 30 (November 15, 1989) The CP4 Fax 
Center number is (703)308-7722 or 308-7724. 

If the Applicant wishes to send a Fax dealing with either a Proposed Amendment 
or for discussion for a phone interview then the fax should: 

a) Contain either the statement "DRAFT" or "PROPOSED AMENDMENT" on the 
Fax Cover Sheet; and 

b) Should be unsigned by the attorney or agent. 

This will ensure that it will not be entered into the case and will be forwarded to the 
examiner as quickly as possible. 


Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to L. G. Lauchman whose telephone number is (703) 305- 


Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should 
be directed to the TC receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-0956. 


0071. 


L. G. Lauchman 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2877 
6/1 3/03/lgl 


Frank G. Font 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
AU 2877 


